B rainstorming can be a useful technique to create alternatives for complex decisions. To enhance the quality and innovativeness of the created alternatives, value-focused brainstorming incorporates two features of value-focused thinking into the traditional brainstorming procedures. First, it explicitly identifies the valued aspects of potential alternatives, specified as distinct objectives, to guide brainstormers to create alternatives of greater value. Second, all participants in a brainstorm individually create alternatives prior to any anchoring on group discussions, which will enhance getting the full range of each individual's thoughts articulated. Concepts and procedures of the approach are discussed. A public policy application, done to address recommendations following the World Trade Center disaster, illustrates the approach by creating alternatives to improve emergency evacuation of individuals from large buildings.
Introduction
When facing a decision, too often the opportunity to create new alternatives is not recognized, and the decision maker begins to solve the decision problem by trying to choose the best of the available alternatives. However, prior to evaluating alternatives and choosing one, the decision maker has an opportunity to think about whether or not the set of currently available alternatives is a set from which he or she wishes to choose. For all important decisions, meaning those with consequences that are significant to the decision maker, it is useful to consider whether it is worthwhile to spend some time to create better alternatives. This is a fundamentally important problem for any decision maker facing any decision. The explanation is straightforward.
The only purposeful influence that a decision maker (individual or organization) can have on what the future brings is through their decisions. Furthermore, at the time a decision must be made, the only flexibility that the decision maker has for that decision is to choose one of the set of alternatives that have been identified. The chosen alternative can obviously be no better than the best among the set of alternatives. Hence, if you can create an alternative that is better than any of those identified previously, that would be an important contribution. The more important a decision is, the more relevant it is to spend time and effort to create superior alternatives.
For many decisions, the alternatives can relatively easily be identified either directly or with logical guidelines. If there are two highways from location A to location B, and you are planning to drive from A to B, the two alternatives are obvious. If you are establishing the salary for a chief medical officer of a hospital, an upper bound and a lower bound could readily be established so that all of the available alternatives are amounts between those bounds. And if you are planning to build a new large electrical power plant in a region of 100,000 square miles, because any power plant would require approximately one square mile, there would be 100,000 nonoverlapping theoretical alternatives, many of which are inappropriate for obvious reasons. For decisions such as these, creating alternatives is relatively easy; the complexity involves logically and efficiently screening the large set of alternatives to identify quality contenders.
Decisions where it is particularly useful to spend time creating alternatives are those where the decision maker is not pleased with any of the alternatives and/or believes that a currently unrecognized alternative may be much better. In addition, for any decision for which there is obviously a large set of 304 Decision Analysis 9(4), pp. 303-313, © 2012 INFORMS potential alternatives, but only a few have been explicitly identified, spending some time to create additional innovative alternatives is often worthwhile. The initial description of a decision with numerous possible alternatives is often provided by stating a desired outcome. Examples are as follows: (1) A government unit needs to reduce its budget by 5%. (2) A company wants to develop a laptop that would appeal to senior citizens with no Internet experience. (3) Where should our family go on vacation next summer? (4) How should I allocate my property in my will? Given the significance of the potential differences in consequences between alternatives in such decisions, the allocation of some dedicated time (e.g., at least an hour, and more likely a day or more) to create better alternatives may pay a handsome reward in terms of the eventual consequences.
This paper is outlined as follows. Section 2 discusses how alternatives are usually generated for decisions. Many serious attempts to systematically identify alternatives use some form of brainstorming. Its strengths and weaknesses are discussed. Section 3 defines and outlines the procedures of value-focused brainstorming, which is intended to enhance the strengths of current brainstorming methods and reduce the shortcomings. Section 4 provides a detailed summary of an application of value-focused brainstorming directed at some of the major recommendations of a federal report on fire safety at the World Trade Center (National Institute of Standards and Technology 2005), namely, to improve emergency evacuation of occupants from high-rise buildings. Section 5 provides a summary.
Generating Objectives
If the decision maker judges that the negative impact of time spent trying to create a better alternative is outweighed by the expected increase in value of a potentially better alternative, a conscious effort should be made to create a better alternative. When this occurs, it often suggests that none of the current alternatives meet some implicitly conceived acceptability threshold of the decision maker. The decision maker has a decision opportunity, and there are two types of alternatives. One is to search for an alternative that meets the acceptability threshold and then choose the first acceptable alternative found, and the other is to generate a list of more than one acceptable alternative and then choose the best of the set. Choosing which alternative is better is essentially a satisficing issue (Simon 1982) . It depends on the original decision being faced and, as outlined above, on weighing the time and other resources used in generating alternatives against the increased expected value of the best alternative on the list compared to the first-found alternative that met the threshold. The first type of alternative is essentially a search process, and the second is a decision process. The more important the original decision is to the decision maker, the worse suited the search process is, and the better suited the decision process is, as the following example illustrates.
Perhaps the most important decision of any doctoral student is the selection of a dissertation topic/ advisor. The topic and advisor decisions are often tied together, so I will consider them as one. My judgment is that one is more likely to produce a quality dissertation and have a productive and enjoyable experience producing it if the topic/advisor decision results from a decision process rather than a search process. Let me describe what sometimes happens, and the reasoning should be clear.
A new doctoral student, for good reasons, may not have much of an idea about what would be a good dissertation topic or what could even be a dissertation topic. The student might speak to potential advisors about possible topics that they find interesting. The student rejects some on various grounds including "it is not interesting to me," "I don't think that I could do it," "it seems too hard," "it would be too time consuming," and so forth. An implicit acceptability threshold is used to reject potential topics. With each rejected topic and the passage of time without a topic and advisor, the pressure to solve this problem increases. This may result in a lowering of the acceptability threshold. Eventually, a topic is suggested that is above one's current threshold. "Eureka! I've got a topic." Pressure is off. Phew! The doctoral student just chose a topic that was the first one that he or she found that met the minimum threshold as a result of a search process.
But wait. Making a major decision when you have only one feasible alternative (i.e., above a threshold) is not really a decision. How can the decision maker 305 choose an alternative among just one possible alternative? This is not a good way to proceed on such an important decision. Rather, the decision maker should search for more than one feasible alternative. This additional searching is often easier than searching for the first alternative, as the student now has some experience and you feel less pressure because you have a contender that can be your backup. Create four or five additional alternatives, maybe some with a different advisor. Once you get, say, six alternatives, then identify your objectives for your dissertation, evaluate the alternatives, and select the best. Roughly, if you earnestly generated five additional alternatives, the chance that your originally identified alternative is best should probably be around 1/6.
The bottom line is that a decision process will often be better than a search process for an important decision like finding a topic/advisor for a dissertation. The difference in the value of having a good (for the student) topic/advisor compared to a poor (for the student) topic/advisor is potentially very significant, including consequences such as a more enjoyable and shorter dissertation experience, a higher-quality and more acclaimed dissertation, and more and better subsequent job opportunities. Such a decision can have a significant effect on one's life, both during the dissertation and afterwards. It seems to me that the decision to invest time and hard thought generating topic/advisor alternatives for a dissertation makes good sense.
Individual Creation of Alternatives
The proverbial prescriptive advice for an individual to generate alternatives is essentially to think and make a list of possible alternatives. However, because the process of generating alternatives is complex, both the quantity and quality of the set of generated alternatives suffers when no guidance is offered to stimulate the generation of alternatives. Our judgmental processes anchor on past experiences and thoughts. Hence, with no guidance to create alternatives, lists of alternatives naturally tend to contain alternatives considered for similar decisions in the past, perhaps tweaked a bit to address the current situation.
Whether an individual has any experience or not with similar decisions, anchoring can be used to our advantage in generating alternatives. We can first specify the objectives to be achieved by making the decision at hand and then use them to guide the search for alternatives (Keeney 1992) . These objectives anchor thinking on what is desired to be accomplished by the current decision. It is useful to focus first on each objective one at a time and ask ourselves, what are some alternatives that might measure up well in terms of this objective? Then one considers sets of more than one objective and asks an analogous question. Creating alternatives for the combinations of objectives often involves logically combining the alternatives created for the individual objectives. In this sense, the alternatives generated from the individual objectives can be legitimately considered as both alternatives and as elements for combined alternatives.
There is some experience that suggests that more alternatives are generated when objectives are considered one at a time (Pitz et al. 1980 , Jungermann et al. 1983 . More recently, a large experiment of 295 MBA students asked them to identify their personal objectives of their internship, which is the summer work experience between the two years of the traditional MBA program (Bond et al. 2010) . Before listing their objectives, all students were asked to identify a list of alternatives that they could pursue prior to or during their internship that would increase the value of their internship experience. Examples included reviewing courses from the first year, being proactive in taking responsibility, and talking to previous interns at the company. After listing their objectives, the students were split into two groups. Those in one group were each asked to use their own objectives to generate any additional alternatives to enhance the quality of their internship. Students in the other group were asked to generate any additional alternatives using their own objectives one at a time. The results are shown in Table 1 . Both groups added significantly more alternatives on average, but the students asked to focus on Table 1 Alternatives Generated to Enhance One's MBA Internship
Average number of When asked alternatives created
Before listing objectives 5.5 After listing, with no focus on each objective +3.9 After listing, with a separate focus on each objective +5.7
the objectives separately more than doubled the number of alternatives generated prior to using objectives explicitly to guide their task.
Group Creation of Alternatives
Brainstorming, originally developed by Osborn (1963) , has long been used in numerous forms as a way to guide a group of individuals in the creative process of generating alternatives. It is partially based on the adage that two (or more) heads are better than one. The intent of brainstorming is to generate as many alternatives as possible. Brainstorming promotes creativity in the generation of distinct alternatives by avoiding any evaluation of the quality of generated alternatives until after the generation process is completed. There are two properties of traditional brainstorming procedures that may have a limiting effect on both the quantity of alternatives generated and their quality. One property is that at the beginning of a brainstorming session, only a statement of the topic is given to participants, with no guidance to focus thinking on creating types of alternatives that may be better than others. If such guidance were provided, group members may be stimulated to create higherquality alternatives. The second property is that a group of individuals collectively generates all of the alternatives. When the group collectively is working on generating alternatives, it is generally expected that one person will speak at any given time and the others will listen. When participants listen, they naturally anchor their thinking on the ideas being presented by the participant speaking. It is difficult to listen and contribute to creating one group alternative and simultaneously think about very distinct alternatives that you may be able to generate.
Value-Focused Brainstorming
To limit the disadvantages of the two properties discussed previously, value-focused brainstorming incorporates two features from value-focused thinking into traditional brainstorming while maintaining its desirable features. The first feature is that the objectives of the problem that is the topic of the brainstorm are made explicit prior to any creation of alternatives. The purpose of this is that better alternatives can be created if the brainstorming participants have a clear understanding of what is better. The set of objectives unambiguously defines what is better. The second feature is that individuals create alternatives alone prior to any group interaction. This idea recognizes the notion that all original thoughts must be developed in a mind. Individuals have minds, and groups do not. The purpose of having individuals create alternatives alone prior to any interaction is to allow each individual to provide their best thoughts because (1) they do not get distracted or anchored on spoken thoughts of others and (2) their personal contributions, and lack of contributions, are more recognizable.
Clarifying in detail all objectives of the product of a brainstorming session is, to my knowledge, different from what has been done in previous variations of brainstorming. On the other hand, the feature of having participants initially provide individual judgments has a history of use in group endeavors. The Delphi technique developed at the RAND Corporation (Dalkey 1969) provides forecasts from a group of experts that utilizes individual judgments anonymously supplied with reasons for the individual estimates shared as a basis for individual revisions of judgments and subsequent aggregation. Gathering information separately from individuals is also used in the nominal group technique Van de Ven 1971, Delbecq et al. 1975 ), a procedure akin to brainstorming that also avoids attribution of generated suggestions to different individuals and subsequently includes a group evaluation of suggestions.
The four steps of value-focused brainstorming are presented in Table 2 . Note that the essence of traditional brainstorming is in Steps 1 and 4. With valuefocused brainstorming, Steps 2 and 3 are added with the intention of providing more and better alternatives. That in itself is desirable, and it provides a better basis for the subsequent group brainstorming activity in Step 4. The following elaborates on the steps of value-focused brainstorming with a concentration on the new Steps 2 and 3. Table 2 Steps of Value-Focused Brainstorming 
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Because value-focused brainstorming incorporates steps where an individual creates alternatives alone, this approach is useful for individuals as well as for groups. With individual use, only the fourth step, which concerns group members interacting to generate additional alternatives, is omitted.
Step 1: State the problem to be solved. The statement of the problem to be solved defines the purpose of brainstorming. The range of problems is vast, essentially anything requiring a solution (i.e., an alternative). Problems ripe for brainstorming include those of business, government, and individuals. Examples include creating a new type of cell phone, establishing a mission statement for an organization, reducing annual incarceration costs for prisoners, designing a unique family vacation, and selecting a title for a journal article. Kelley (2001) , the general manager of the design firm IDEO, stresses the importance of clarity and specificity in a problem statement that does not constrain thinking to rule out potentially desirable solutions. An example statement Kelley (2001, p. 57) provides is "helping bike commuters to drink coffee without spilling it or burning their tongues," rather than "spill-proof coffee cup lids" or "bicycle cup holders." Note that this clarity and specificity is provided by introducing three objectives: to help bike commuters (1) drink coffee, (2) avoid spilling it, and (3) not burn their tongues. If the brainstormers had contributed other objectives they felt may be relevant to this problem, I would expect they may have expanded the list to include objectives such as avoid distractions while biking, don't contribute to accidents, keep the coffee hot, and minimize costs.
Step 2: Identify objectives of a problem solution. The set of objectives of a brainstorming session could be provided by the individual or organization facing the problem that is the topic of a brainstorm, by the individual in charge of directing the brainstorming session, and/or by the participants of the brainstorm, who frequently have expertise relevant to the problem of interest. This can be done in each case by essentially following procedures analogous to Steps 3 and 4 of the value-focused brainstorming process, but where the "alternatives" being created are objectives. Basically, participants separately identify a set of objectives that they view as relevant to the problem. All of these objectives are then combined and organized, and the group can add missing objectives. Detailed guidelines for identifying and organizing objectives are found in Keeney (1992 Keeney ( , 2007 . This general process has been used on many decision problems for evaluating alternatives (e.g., Gregory and Keeney 1994 , von Winterfeldt and O'Sullivan 2006 , Ewing et al. 2006 . Table 3 presents a list of objectives for selecting the title of a journal article that I developed using an individual value-focused brainstorm. Given the problem statement of creating objectives for selecting the title of the journal article, I next made a list of the objectives that I thought were relevant. However, I realized that my list, like that of most others, would have many unrecognized omissions. Hence, I asked some colleagues to create lists. In addition, when just chatting with a friend, I might say something like "I am Table 3 has a lot of objectives, but there are certainly some potentially quite important objectives that are still missing. So you can participate in this ongoing brainstorm and let me know when you discover them.
Step 3: Individually generate alternative solutions. Prior to any group interaction on possible alternatives, as differentiated from objectives, I would want all participants to individually create alternatives first. Keller and Ho (1988) and Keeney (1992) both outlined several ways to create alternatives. Individuals should use any and all thought processes to generate alternatives, including stimulation by each of the objectives that indicate what would be a better alternative. For instance, if an objective of an article title is to minimize the number of words, then six words is obviously better than eight words, and three words is better than six. Note that the characteristics of the meaning of a better alternative at this stage is only to promote the creation of potentially better alternatives; it is not to evaluate alternatives. However, if and when an evaluation of alternatives is useful subsequent to the generation of alternatives, the same objectives would provide an appropriate basis for that evaluation.
To demonstrate the potential usefulness of objectives to promote the creation of alternatives, consider the problem of reducing annual incarceration costs of prisoners. Two objectives might be to seek nonpublic funds to cover some prison expenses and to ensure that prisoners do not have privileges paid for by public funds that are not available to state residents that are not in prison. Regarding the first objective, one alternative would be to require white-collar criminals to pay all of their prison expenses. Other alternatives would have the same requirement for drug dealers, DUI offenders, and others who have identifiable private funds. Regarding the second objective, possible alternatives could range from not paying for telephone or television privileges to not paying for sex-change operations.
When an individual is generating alternatives, it is desirable to create alternatives that are distinct from each other. For example, for this article, possible titles of "Generating Alternatives" and "Generation of Alternatives" are obviously similar. One may be preferred, but in the creation phase, more distinction is desirable. A wider range of possible titles includes "Generating More and Better Alternatives," "Searching for Your Aha!," "Promoting Creativity," and "Creating Alternatives with Value-Focused Brainstorming," in addition to the current title.
Step 4: Collectively generate alternative solutions. This step is the creation of alternatives using traditional brainstorming, where the group proceeds to generate more alternatives through discussion. Use of the objectives to stimulate the process may be particularly relevant when the complexity of the problem requires a range of expertise to generate a feasible alternative, and most individuals do not have that full range of expertise.
In many cases, the alternatives that were created by individuals in Step 3 can be considered as elements to construct additional alternatives. These elements can be combined and/or modified to create new and better alternatives.
A device analogous to the strategy generation table (Howard 1988 ) may be useful to generate alternatives from elements of alternatives generated by considering different means objectives. In the example above concerning the incarceration costs of prisoners, a combined alternative could select one or more elements from separate lists that use nonpublic funds and eliminate privileges. One alternative would require whitecollar criminals to pay for their prison expenses and eliminate all nonessential medical procedures for prisoners that were not available to citizens that have not committed serious crimes. A second alternative would require all prisoners with personal funds to either fully or partially pay for their incarceration. A third alternative would both require that all prisoners with personal funds either fully or partially for their incarceration and eliminate television and recreation facilities and all nonessential medical care.
Application of Value-Focused Brainstorming
This section presents a summary of value-focused brainstorming as it was applied to a public policy decision. The complete details are presented by Averill et al. (2009 In 2008, as part of the response to fulfill these recommendations, I facilitated a 2.5 day invitation-only workshop to create ideas (i.e., alternatives) that may be useful to improve evacuation of large buildings. Over 30 individuals actively participated in the workshop and collectively had a wide range of knowledge and experience concerning firefighting, architecture, building standards, building codes, communications, construction, materials science, handicapped individuals, human behavior, and emergency management. All of the participants were very familiar with the problem of improving egress from large buildings.
4.2.
Step 2: Objectives of a Problem Solution All participants in the workshop were knowledgeable about building evacuation and could contribute objectives of the problem solution. Also, each had previously thought about improved evacuation, so prior to asking participants about objectives, I asked each to list all alternatives that they thought would enhance egress. This was to assure each participant that their ideas for alternatives would not be lost and thus allow them to be unfettered in thinking about objectives. Subsequently, each participant was given a form and asked to list all of the objectives that were important to improve egress. Then, because it is known that an individual's list usually contains less than half of the objectives they would subsequently conclude are useful (Bond et al. 2010) , I told them that they could do better and provided a page with general suggestions to stimulate additional objectives.
Example suggestions included "consider what might have contributed to an inadequate evacuation" and "think of cases where individuals were trapped in the building and what improvements might have avoided this." A total of 32 individuals provided lists of objectives. Collectively this resulted in 205 objectives on the first list and 156 on the second. There were naturally some of the same objectives on the lists of many individuals, such as "save lives." The average numbers of objectives were 6.4 for the first list and 4.9 added objectives for the second list for each participant.
To avoid constraining the individual's thought processes, we initially provided no guidance for a format for expressing objectives. After all the objectives were listed, we asked each individual to represent his or her objectives using a verb followed by a noun that facilitated our understanding and combining of objectives.
In the evening of the first day, Jason Averill and Richard Peacock of NIST and I organized all of the objectives into the categories shown in Table 4 . When there were common objectives on lists of different individuals, these were naturally included only once. Some specific objectives of the categories are shown in Table 5 , which indicates how different component objectives could stimulate different alternatives. The categories were then structured in the means-ends objectives network shown in Figure 1 . Step 3: Individually Generate Alternatives On the beginning of the second workshop day, participants were presented the complete set of their own and the group's collective objectives, partially illustrated in Tables 4 and 5 and Figure 1 , and asked to create any alternatives that were suggested by each of the objectives individually. Then they were asked to create any additional alternatives by considering pairs or other combinations of objectives.
Thirty participants generated alternatives on the first workshop day prior to listing objectives, 21 individually created additional alternatives on the second day after seeing the collective list of objectives, and 18 created alternatives based on pairs or combinations of objectives. The total number of alternatives created on the first day of the workshop prior to thinking about objectives was 221. On the second day, 81 more alternatives were created by considering single objectives, and 48 more by considering pairs and combinations. Because the number of participants was smaller on the second day, the averages were 7.4 alternatives prior to listing objectives and 3.8 and 2.7 additional alternatives for the two stages after viewing the collective set of objectives.
On the second evening of the workshop, Jason Averill and Richard Peacock and I eliminated all alternatives that were essentially duplicates. We then organized the remaining alternatives into the categories shown in Table 6 . Table 7 indicates several specific alternatives using a short description of each. Table 6 Categories of Generated Alternatives 
Step 4: Collectively Generate Alternatives
Because the main purpose of the workshop was to use value-focused thinking concepts to generate alternatives, little time was allocated to traditional brainstorming. There was about one hour allocated for groups of two to four individuals to generate alternatives that were different from those that the individuals in the respective groups already had generated. This provided more than 50 additional alternatives and numerous suggestions for how to search for improvements to previously identified alternatives, such as keeping the evacuation simple so it will more likely work.
Illustrative Appraisal of Alternatives
One of the principles of brainstorming is to withhold any appraisal of alternatives until after the process of generating alternatives is complete. Having completed this process, we proceeded to develop a preliminary feeling for the quality of some of the generated alternatives and to indicate how one could search for particularly promising alternatives. Nine groups of two to four individuals each were organized to intuitively appraise a set of 37 alternatives selected to cover the range of the types of alternatives that were generated. The alternatives were appraised by each group on three separate criteria as follows.
Usefulness. How good, in terms of achieving the fundamental objectives of egress (see Figure 1) , would the alternative be if it could be effectively implemented? Use a 1-to-9 evaluation scale, where 1 is poor and 9 is great.
Feasibility. What is the chance that the alternative could be effectively implemented within 10 years? Use a percentage scale, where 0 means no chance, 50 means a half chance, and 100 means an alternative can surely be implemented.
Creativity. How creative or innovative is the alternative? Use a 1-to-9 evaluation scale, where 1 is a standard well-known idea and 9 is an idea that you had not heard of before. Table 8 illustrates the appraisals of nine alternatives. Where an appraisal has two responses separated by a comma, the two responses indicate the range provided by the nine groups. A single response indicates that all groups had a very similar appraisal. It is interesting to note that some alternatives are very useful, some feasible, and some very creative. Also, there are some appraisals with essentially unanimous agreement and others with significant disagreement on each of the criteria. Finally, of this small set of nine alternatives, some such as "notify occupants via cell phone," "real-time monitoring of movement in stairs," and "use photoluminescent markings" look very promising as a basis for fleshing out specific alternatives in more detail.
Results of the Workshop
The purpose of the workshop was to generate potentially useful, feasible, and creative ideas for alternatives to improve emergency egress. There is a long process between generating a promising idea and having it developed into an operational solution. Collectively, the workshop participants created more than 300 alternatives with unique features. Many combinations of these alternatives, including most combinations of one alternative from each alternative category in Table 5 , would constitute a new different alternative. Including such combinations, one could generate thousands of potential alternatives from the creative efforts of this workshop. Fortunately, high-value combinations could be identified by seriously appraisingly the elemental contributions to these alternatives specified in the alternative categories of Table 5 .
Summary
The only purposeful effect that individuals or organizations can have on anything is the result of decisions that they consciously make. Hence, the creation of alternatives, especially for important decisions, is a task worthy of time and effort. The catch is that it is not easy to create exceptionally good or innovative alternatives in many cases. Brainstorming, in its many variations, is often used to develop alternatives. However, just knowing the problem for which alternatives are being created does not provide guidance for creating alternatives. Valuefocused brainstorming has an additional step that involves identifying the objectives of the decision problem, which focus more of the time and effort of brainstorming on creating high-quality alternatives rather than on creating any possible alternatives.
Because most brainstorming processes begin with individuals interacting with each other to benefit from the diversity of information and perspectives, they tend to hinder the generation of all the ideas that individuals could create alone. Value-focused brainstorming has an additional step intended to help individuals generate all of the alternatives they can prior to requiring them to interact with each other. If this generates more and better alternatives, as is its purpose, these alternatives can provide a broader basis for subsequent brainstorming by the group.
It is difficult and sometimes inappropriate to conduct field research on the efficacy of value-focused brainstorming when working with a client to create alternatives for a specific important decision. However, research is needed to investigate the potential that value-focused brainstorming offers to enhance traditional brainstorming, including how significant the effects are and under what circumstances they occur. The emergency evacuation case provides some indications of efficacy, as individuals originally generated 7.4 alternatives on average prior to listing the objectives of solving the problem, and yet they generated an additional 6.5 alternatives by using the objectives to stimulate their thinking. This occurred with a very knowledgeable and experienced group of professionals who had a good understanding of the objectives of the emergency evacuation prior to being asked to articulate their objectives.
